WERG

EASTERN RESEARCH GROUP, INC.

MEMORANDUM

TO. Fred Porter, U S. Environnmental Protection Agency
FROM Chad White and Ruth Mead, Eastern Research G oup
DATE: January 27, 1997

SUBJECT: Final Summary of January 8-9, 1997, Industri al
Combusti on Coordi nat ed Rul emaki ng Coor di nati ng
Comm ttee Meeting

1.0 | NTRODUCTI ON AND PURPOSE OF MEETI NG

The January 8 and 9 neeting of the Coordinating Conmttee
for the Industrial Conbustion Coordi nated Rul emaki ng (1 CCR)
project was the second neeting of the congressionally chartered
Federal Advisory Commttee Act (FACA) commttee. The purpose of
this nmeeting was to discuss the ICCR information collection plan
(1CP) and the I CCR docunent. The goals of this neeting, with
respect to the I1CP, were to understand the information collection
activities recoormended by each Work Group, to agree on an overal
coordinated I1CP, and to provide guidance to the Wrk G oups for
the 1CP. The goals of this neeting, with respect to the I CCR
docunent, were to discuss the revisions recommended by the
subconm ttee review ng the docunent and to adopt the docunent as
a blueprint for the I CCR process. A copy of the neeting agenda
and a copy of these goals are included in attachnent 1. A copy
of the attendance lists for the neeting is included in
attachnent 2.

The remai nder of this neeting sunmary is organized in the
foll ow ng sections:

2.0 Discussion with Mary Nichol s
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Adm nistrative Details

EPA Dat abase and I nformation Coll ection

EPA Overvi ew of Fiscal Year 1997 ICCR Activities
EPA Budget and Resources for 1997

Wrk Group Status Reports

Data Col |l ection

Revi ew of | CCR Document

Publ i ¢ Comrent s

Di scussi on of Next Meetings

ROORINIOTAW
O0OO0O0O0O0O0O0O
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2.0 DI SCUSSI ON W TH MARY NI CHOLS

The neeting was begun with an introduction by Mary N chol s,
the EPA Assistant Admnistrator for Air and Radiation. M.

Ni chol s enphasi zed the inportance of cooperative regul atory
devel opment and EPA's commitnent to involving everyone in the
| CCR process. EPA appreciates the expertise and commtnent to
participating by all the stakeholders and believes that this
assistance wll help in the devel opnment of nore efficient

regul ations in the | east burdensonme manner possible.

Ms. Nichol s explained that conbined issues of air pollution
reduction and energy use are top priorities for the current EPA
admnistration. In an attenpt to put this strategy in context,
Ms. Nichols explained that, in the early days of regulatory
devel opnment, em ssion reductions, not energy efficiency, were the
si ngul ar focus of regul atory devel opnent. Today energy
efficiency is increasingly nore inportant, and, although the
United States has beconme nore energy efficient over tine, as a
nation we are still the world' s |argest energy consuner. \Wen
devel opi ng regul ati ons, EPA needs to consider the United States
position in the world and its inpacts on the global climte as
wel | as desired pollution reductions. As a country, we should
devel op control techniques and pollution prevention options that
can be used donestically and can be exported to the rest of the
wor | d.
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Ms. Nichols related that EPA spent the first few years after
anendnent of the Clean Air Act (Act) in 1990 with a focus on
regul atory devel opnent. Now that titles I, Il1l, and V of the Act
have been inplenmented, the adm nistration recognizes the need to
integrate activities under these titles and has been engaged in
efforts to achieve this integration. EPA Ofice Drectors have
been working to think nore broadly and devel op prograns that both
make sense and clean the air. EPA has set a goal to continue
inmproving the quality of air while coordinating anong its air
prograns and enphasi zing nore of an "across-the-board" approach
to regul atory development. M. Nichols framed the ICCR in the
context of these goals and said that this cooperative regulatory
devel opment effort will help EPA determ ne how best to devel op
future regul ati ons.

To address the role of technol ogical innovation regul atory
devel opment, Ms. Nichols offered to have a representative from
EPA di scuss innovative strategies wth the Coordinating
Comm ttee. She encouraged the conmttee to think as boldly as
possi bl e and to devel op i nnovative nethods to reach the |ICCR
goal s.

Ms. Nichols explained that, although there will inevitably
be change with tinme, the goal of the ICCRis to devel op a set of
regul ations that will not need to be revised in the near future.
However, we are always limted by the technology that is
currently avail able. Standards may change and becone nore
stringent over tinme, but, by involving a representative cross-
section of stakehol ders, EPA hopes the ICCR will exam ne the
needs for the I CCR conbustion categories, |ook at the various
opportunities for inprovenent, and then devel op standards.

2.1 Coordinating Commttee Coments and Questions
John Fanning stated that the best control of emssions is

good conbustion practice by skilled equi pment operators. He
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encouraged the certification of operators as a nethod of ensuring
efficiency. However, M. Fanning suggested that no approach be
i npl enmented unilaterally.

Atly Brasher expressed gratitude for the inclusion of State
regulators in the ICCR and said that allowing States to
participate in the devel opnment of federal regulations is
beneficial. However, participation is difficult because of
limted State resources. M. Brasher pointed out that only a few
States have been able to nake the comnmtnment to send
representatives to neetings.

Bob Pal zer expressed gratitude for the inclusion of
environmental representatives in the |CCR  He encouraged the
| CCR to focus on the public health benefits of pollution
reduction and on the wi se use of resources. M. Palzer also
encouraged the ICCR to use an integrated and coordi nated approach
to abatenent of both criteria pollutants and hazardous air
pol l utants (HAPS).

Mriam Lev- On enphasi zed the i nportance of energy efficiency
and wi se energy use to the energy comunity. M. Lev-On
expressed the need to develop integrated regulations as a way to
reduce the burden of conpliance on industry and asked that
econom cs be taken into account when considering the benefits to
public health of various pollution reduction strategies.

Steve Cerritson thanked EPA for its progressive economc
approaches (e.g., emssion trading in addition to conmand- and-
control) and for the involvenent of all stakeholders in the
regul atory devel opnent process.

Peter Caroll asked if the Coordinating Commttee should try
to make the connection with energy efficiency and global climate
as the ICCR reqgqul atory recommendati ons are devel oped. Ms.

Ni chols affirmed this goal
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Ross Vi ncent suggested that the nost significant
envi ronnent al advances cone fromtechnol ogi cal innovation. He
expressed desire for a real incentive for continued innovation as
a part of the ICCR He asked Ms. Nichols how EPA is encouragi ng
technol ogi cal innovation in the regul atory devel opnent process
and as a neans of pollution abatenent.

Paul Ei sele stated his apprehensi on about the effect of the
| CCR regul ations on small businesses. M. Eisele also expressed
concern about the breadth of the I CCR regul ations, which may
cover mllions of boilers and other conbustion sources, both
small and | arge, that burn various fuels. Even though the |ICCR
is a large endeavor, nost small businesses are not aware of the
day-t o-day working of the federal governnent or of changes to
existing regulations. He asked for EPA's insight on how the I CCR
Coordinating Commttee will be interacting with | arger EPA
progranms and goals, such as the national anmbient air quality
standards or the ozone standards.

Charl es Keffer expressed appreciation for EPA s coordi nated
approach to regulation. Coordinated regul atory devel opnment,
al t hough a daunting task, encourages regul atory consistency that
facilitates conpliance.

3.0 ADM NI STRATI VE DETAI LS

Fred Porter of EPA reviewed sonme admi nistrative details EPA
needed to present to the Coordinating Conmttee as well as EPA
action itens fromthe |ast Coordinating Commttee neeting. These
topics are summari zed in the succeedi ng sections.
3.1 Menbership |Issues

Fred Porter presented the Coordinating Commttee with a |ist

of nom nations recomrended by EPA for nenbership on various Wrk
G oups (attachnent 3). EPA had reviewed these nom nations and
found the nomnees to neet the criteria in the | CCR docunent.
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The Coordinating Conm ttee approved the EPA-recomended nom nees
for menbership on the Wrk G oups. EPA will place the updated
menbership lists on the Technol ogy Transfer Network (TTN).

Fred Porter informed the commttee that EPA has received
several nom nations for alternates for Coordinating Conmttee
menbers. He asked that anyone el se who would like to submt a
nom nati on do so as soon as possible. These nomnations wll be
forwarded to the EPA Deputy Adm nistrator for signature in md-
January. Nom nations for alternates that are received later wll
be forward to the Deputy Adm nistrator at a | ater date.

In the future it is envisioned that each Work G oup
st akehol der co-chair will be selected and approved by EPA as a
menber of the Coordinating Conmttee. Acknow edging that forma
approval from EPA adm nistration has not yet been received, M.
Porter asked that the Coordinating Commttee representative from
each Work Group and a nom nated Coordi nating Conm ttee nenber
alternate be allowed to sit at the table and participate in the
January 8 and 9 neeting.

When asked about the bal ance of representation resulting
fromaddition of the Wirk Group stakehol der co-chairs, Leslye
Fraser of EPA responded that part of the nenbership sel ection
process involves EPA review of the bal ance of representation.
The criteria for representation does not rely on a nuneri cal
bal ance but on the ability of all voices to be heard. The Wrk
G oup stakehol der co-chairs will serve on the Coordi nating
Committee as representatives of their Wrk G oups, not just as
representatives of their stakehol der groups.

The Coordinating Commttee agreed to allow the Wirk G oup
representatives and nom nated Coordi nati ng Conm ttee nenber
alternates to sit at the neeting table. The new participants
were introduced and are listed in table
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Table 1. Wrk G oup Stakehol der Co-chairs and
Menber Alternates Invited to Sit at the

Tabl e.
Nanme Position

Al'i son Ling Coordinating Commttee Alternate
Nom nee for Elsie Minsell

Nor man Mbrrow I nteri m Representative fromthe
| nci nerator Work G oup

Ted Guth Tur bi ne Work G oup Stakehol der Co-
chair Nom nee

Ji m St unbar I nteri mRepresentative fromthe
Boil er Work G oup

Vi ck Newsom | C Engi ne Work Group Stakehol der
Co- chair Nom nee

Denni s Kni sl ey Testing and Monitoring Protocol
Work Group Stakehol der Co-chair
Nom nee

Lee G I ner Process Heater Wrk G oup
St akehol der Co-chair Nom nee

Paul Eisele I nteri mRepresentative fromthe

Econom ¢ Anal ysis Wrk G oup
(already a nmenber of the
Coordi nati ng Comm ttee)
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1
3.2 EPA Action Itens
Fred Porter provided a followup report on several |CCR

action itens: airline travel discounts, a listserver for the
TTN, and the use of video tel econferencing. EPA prepared surveys
on airline travel discounts, which were nmade avail able for
attenders to fill out at the nmeeting (attachnment 4). The
|istserver, designed to informinterested parties of postings to
the TTN, is in operation. The listserver is not set up for file
di stribution, only for announcenments of new itens on the TTN.
Any Work G oup or Coordinating Conmmttee nenbers who have al ready
given EPA their email addresses are subscribed and shoul d have
received notice about recent TTN postings. Any parties w shing
to subscri be or unsubscribe should contact Fred Porter.

M. Porter also provided information about
t el evi deoconferencing. A televideoconference costs $200 per hour
per site. If a 6-hour neeting were held at 6 sites, the cost
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woul d be $7,200. At this expense, EPA has determined that it is
cheaper for EPA to send representatives to a face-to-face neeting
than to pay for a videotel econference. However, if a smaller
group (e.g., a Wrk Goup) would like to try using

t el evi deoconferenci ng and can determ ne how to fund the neeting
cooperatively, EPA encourages themto try and would agree to
share expenses. Mriam Lev-On offered her insight from previous
experience wth tel evideoconferences. She said that a face-to-
face nmeeting works better if nore than three tel evideoconference
| ocations are needed and the neeting will |ast |onger than two
hour s.

4.0 EPA DATABASE AND | NFORMATI ON COLLECTI ON

Brahi m Ri chani of Al pha Gamma Technol ogi es, Inc. gave a
present ati on about the database of | CCR conbustion sources (ICCR
dat abase) bei ng devel oped by EPA. Copies of materials used in
this presentation are included in attachnment 5.

In his presentation, M. R chani reviewed that EPA has
devel oped a M crosoft Access-based database and has initially
conpiled data in this database fromthe AIRS, OTAG and sone
State databases. In addition, M. R chani reviewed that there
are 400 toxic em ssion test reports available for I CCR conmbustion
sources fromthe source test information retrieval system
(STIRS), which indexes a conpilation of scanned toxic em ssion
test reports. Data fromthese reports is being conpiled into the
| CCR dat abase as wel | .

Bill O Sullivan asked that the database be designed to
contain fields for energy-specific information so that the
pol lution can be evaluated in terns of the anmount of energy used
(i.e., allow for data on both heat input and heat output of the
em ssion source). M. O Sullivan enphasized the inportance of
i ncluding collection of these data as a part of the overall ICP
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Di ck Van Frank asked for which toxics test reports are
avai | abl e and what percent of the total nunmber of sources in the
dat abase this represents. M. Ri chani responded that nost of the
reports have data on only a few pollutants, such as benzene,

t ol uene, ethyl benzene, or xylene (BTEX). The nunber of sources
represented by the test reports constitutes a relatively | ow
percentage of the conbustion units in the database.

Russ Mosher asked how recent the data in the database are.
M. Richani responded that the database contains a data field,
whi ch indicates the data source and that date that data was
conpiled by or submtted to that source. This infornmation is the
best way to assess the age of the data.

M riam Lev- On expressed concern about the use of source
classification codes (SCCs) to organi ze the | CCR dat abase,
particul arly because the SCC definitions do not match the | CCR
definitions for the various source categories. Fred Porter
responded that the SCCs are contained in AIRS and OTAG At this
poi nt, EPA has only been collecting and organi zing data. M.
Porter suggested that the Wrk G oups exam ne the data conpil ed
by EPA and determne if the groupings are appropriate. Norman
Morrow agreed and said that, because the SCCs are often
arbitrarily assigned to facilities, the Wrk Goups will need to
exam ne the categorization of the units. M. Mrrow added that,
perhaps as an activity to be conducted in parallel to information
collection, the Wirk Groups should review the data in the
dat abase to ensure that information is current and correct.

Several Coordinating Conmttee nmenbers questioned how
worthwhile it is to conpile data fromthe databases EPA has been
exam ning. Rich Anderson suggested that the data from AIRS and
OTAG may not fulfill all of the ICCR s data needs because the
data are not conplete and have not undergone an appropriate |evel
of quality assurance checks (QA). Conversely, Al ex Johnson
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agreed with EPA that these data should be conpiled to eval uate
what data are available. He asked that during data conpil ation
EPA retain a reference ID fromthe data source so that any
information conpiled in the | CCR dat abase can be tracked to its
origin.

Fred Porter responded that these issues raise an inportant
question: should information collected fromthe |ICCR data
gathering efforts be conpiled wth the I CCR database as it
currently exists? M. Porter suggested that Wrk G oups should
decide how to integrate the results of their data collection
efforts with the existing | CCR dat abase.

Bob Morris asked that the Iist of SCCs in the | CCR database
and the STIRS reports be placed on the TTN. Fred Porter agreed
to put the SCClist on the TTN along with an EPA docunent
describing the SCCs. The nost current list of SCCs is attached
(see attachnment 5). Because the STIRS reports are contained on
several CDs, putting themon the TTNis not a viable option. As
an alternative, M. Porter agreed to put information about where
copies of the CDs could be obtained and an i ndex of the STIRS
reports on the TTN.

5.0 EPA OVERVI EW OF FI SCAL YEAR 1997 | CCR ACTI VI TI ES

Fred Porter of EPA presented and reviewed the | CCR
information collection tineline envisioned by EPA (attachnent 6).
To nmeet the statutory schedule for the source categories that are
part of the | CCR, EPA hopes to collect and conpile the data
needed by the end of August of this year. Contingent on this
first goal, EPA would Iike to make these data publicly avail abl e
for distribution in Septenber. In light of these goals, EPA has
dubbed 1997 the "Year of Information Collection" for the I CCR and
asks that the Coordinating Commttee and Work Groups strive to
nmeet the schedul e.
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Fromthe tineline, M. Porter reviewed the Information
Col l ection schedule. EPA encourages and is willing to
accomodat e voluntary information collection by various
organi zations and the Wrk Goups in 1997, provided that the
information collection efforts neet the sanme criteria as EPA-
adm ni strated data gathering. M. Porter reviewed the criteria
voluntary information collection efforts nust neet to be
equi valent to EPA data gathering: 1) information collected nust
be the sane type and quality; 2) information nmust be collected in
the sane tinmeframe as EPA and nust match the electronic format of
the I CCR dat abase; 3) the data sanple nust be representative; and
4) progress reports nust be provided as check points to allow
judgenent of the likelihood of success of information collection
and to allow action to be taken in a tinely manner if information
collection efforts are not succeeding. These criteria should be
fairly easy to neet provided that voluntary information
collection efforts are well organized and well adm ni strated.

M. Porter then reviewed the Database Devel opnent/ Rel ease
schedule fromhis presentation material. The | CCR database
structure was designed in fiscal year 1996. |In 1997 EPA hopes to
conpile information in the database. EPA is on schedule for the
January rel ease of the | CCR database contai ning the nerged Al RS
and OTAG dat abases. Additional State popul ation inventory
information from States with nore conprehensi ve dat abases than
what is submtted to AIRS and OTAG wi || be added by the end of
March. Al so by the end of March, EPA expects to have | oaded the
approxi mately 400 toxic em ssion test reports fromthe STIRS
dat abase into the | CCR database. A second version of the
dat abase wi Il be rel eased around the end of March. Data
col l ected through surveys, with an anticipated recei pt date of
the end of May, wll be |oaded into the database by the end of
August. The conpl ete database is scheduled for rel ease by the
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end of Septenber. The overall goal of this entire effort is to
devel op a database for use in regul atory devel opnent.

Also fromthe tineline, M. Porter reviewed the Work G oup
Activities anticipated for 1997. Most of the i medi ate
activities (through February 1997) are focused on devel opi ng and
assisting the information collection efforts. After initial data
gathering is conducted, EPA envisions the Wrk G oups using the
conpiled data (fromthe first or second rel eases of the database)
to refine the source category definitions as a neans of focusing
additional data gathering efforts (e.g., determ ning the sizes
and types of conbustors to focus on as the nost significant
sources of em ssions). Likewse, after initial data have been
coll ected, the Wrk G oups, paying particular attention to where
em ssion test data are |lacking, will need to focus on identifying
data gaps and should try to identify initial em ssion testing
needs. In March, after the source category definitions have been
somewhat refined, the Work G oup should begin thinking about how
to collect emssion data fromthe facilities identified during
the first phase of data collection. Because nost voluntary
information collection plans are not designed to collect detailed
cost data, the Wirk G oups will need to start collecting cost
i nformation, which may be requested from equi pnrent vendors, and
devel opi ng cost procedures in the spring and sumrer of 1997. At
the end of fiscal year 1997, once data gaps have been clearly
identified and host facilities have been chosen, em ssion testing
shoul d begi n.

M. Porter enphasized the inportance of neeting the overal
schedul e EPA has prepared. He asked that the Coordinating
Comm ttee keep the overall schedule in mnd when listening to the
Work Group progress reports and information collection plans.

Pl ans that nmake small deviations fromthe EPA schedul e can be
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accommodat ed, but | arge deviations are not feasible or acceptable
to EPA.

In response to an inquiry, M. Porter reviewed the status of
the industrial comrercial waste incinerator (ICW) litigation.

He stated that the litigants are very interested in the |ICCR
concept and are pleased with the information collection approach.
The litigants have agreed to a one-nonth extension of their
deadline (to February 15, 1997), but they expect EPA to provide a
definitive, developed ICP at their neeting at the end of January.
Because EPA intends to conduct a coordinated information
collection effort for the ICCR as a whole rather than a separate
effort for ICW, M. Porter enphasized the inportance of noving
forward quickly with all information collection in the ICCR so
that the |CW schedule can be net. Although the litigation is
only for the ICW category, EPA considers ICW to be an integral
part of the ICCR and to exist with the sanme issues, wth the sane
potential for duplicative regulation, in the sane industries, and
at the facilities as other |ICCR source categories. M. Porter

al so enphasi zed that the overall |CCR schedule is not driven by
the ICW litigation but by the Clean Air Act. The tineline in
section 6 of the | CCR docunent shows that, to neet the statutory
deadl i ne of the year 2000, information nust be collected in the
ti meframe presented.

Ri ch Anderson asked whet her questionnaires will be sent to
all I CCR source categories by the February 15 deadline fromthe
ICW litigation. Fred Porter responded that EPA is under
constraints to collect information on ICWN according to the
schedul e set down in the litigation. EPA s believes that
j uxt aposing information collection for all the I CCR source
categories is necessary and that the joint information collection
will work better than separate section 114 ICRs. Lee Gl ner
expressed concern that, in the event that the APl voluntary
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information collection plan is not ready by February 15,

section 114 questionnaires will preclude data gathering efforts
made by the trade associations and waste nmuch of the tine and the
resources that industry has invested in the ICCR effort.

Mriam Lev-On comented that she does not believe that |CWs
are as ubiquitous or as integrated at facilities as EPA is
alleging. M. Lev-On agreed that ICW should be included in the
| CCR. However, to avoid the ICW Ilitigation fromdriving the
| CCR schedul e, Ms. Lev-On suggested that the Coordinating
Comm ttee exam ne net hods of decoupling ICW data gathering from
the information collection efforts for the rest of the ICCR
Fred Porter responded that EPA is not inplying that ICWs are
uni versal or nunerous but that ICWs cannot be separated fromthe
ot her 1 CCR conbustion sources easily.

Robert Wel ch commented that the I CCR schedul e presented by
EPA | ooks very anbitious and not very feasible. |In particular,
M. Welch commented that the three nonths that EPA has all ocated
for addressing data gaps is too little tine to review the
collected information, assenble it, identify data gaps, request
addi tional data, and receive the information back. Fred Porter
responded that work can be done now to address certain data gaps
to allowthe flexibility to investigate others that are
identified later in the process. Sone data gaps (e.g., the lack
of toxic em ssion test reports for small incinerators used at
poultry farns) are obvious. Oher data gaps can be anti ci pated
now based on a review of the data fromthe STIRS dat abase. The
next fiscal year can also be used to address additional data gaps
identified during information collection. The STIRS data (i.e.,
the scanned conplete test reports) can be made avail abl e on
conpact disc (CD) (a series of over 30 CDs) if anyone would Iike
a copy. EPA s inpression is that nost interested parties would
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prefer to see the data from STIRS after EPA's contractors have
conpiled the information.

D ck Van Frank, anticipating that vendors would not be able
to provide operating cost data, asked how cost data could be
collected if it is not provided by facilities. Fred Porter
responded that EPA is confident in the Wrk G oups' expertise to
review vendor efforts and to obtain the necessary econom c dat a.
Lee G| ner added that API, who has devel oped a voluntary
information collection plan, has hired an econom c consultant to
hel p plan cost data gathering and is willing to share the results
of their efforts. Although M. Van Frank's concern was directed
at collection of data fromsmaller industries, M. Glner felt
that the simlarities anong conbustor types will allow the plan
devel oped by APl to collect cost information across both |arge
and smal | industries.

M riam Lev- On expressed concern about the potential for
| aunchi ng a massi ve questionnaire effort before conpilation and a
review of the State inventory data is conpleted. Her concerns
stemmed fromthe potential redundancy of information collection
efforts and the efficient use of ICCR resources. Fred Porter
responded that the nmerging of the AIRS, OTAG and State databases
was performed to conpile existing and readily avail abl e
information and may not provide full information. Based on EPA
experience, information fromboth internal and external EPA
sources needs to be conpil ed.

6.0 EPA BUDGET AND RESOURCES FOR FI SCAL YEAR 1997

Fred Porter of EPA presented the EPA fiscal year budget for
the I1CCR project for 1996 and 1997 and the anticipated | CCR
expenses. A revised copy of the material fromthis presentation
is included in attachnent 7.
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EPA is taking the budget and the ICCR effort seriously. M.
Porter enphasi zed that EPA has been frontl oading the ICCR effort
financially. Arriving at this point in the process has already
expended great tinme and effort on the part of EPA and conpanies
involved in the transition process. EPA managenent wants to give
the I CCR process every opportunity to succeed and is spending its
funds at a high rate.

M. Porter highlighted some of the expenses anticipated for
fiscal year 1996 and 1997. He enphasi zed that the total budget
exceeds EPA's funds and that EPA and the Coordinating Commttee
nmust decide how to run the ICCR nore efficiently or how to
| everage nore funds. |In 1996 EPA spent a total of $680,000 to
begin the I CCR process. In 1997 EPA anticipates a shortfall of
over $1 mllion, assumng that two-thirds of the neetings are
held in the Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, area and
assum ng that there are six Coordinating Conmttee neetings and
ten neetings of each Work Group. The total budget for 1997 does
not include the costs of em ssion testing, which is difficult to
estimate without identification of data gaps but which EPA
anticipates costing around $1 mllion or nore. The EPA has sone
money to fund future testing but not enough to cover the costs of
the HAP testing needed to fill likely data gaps.

Ross Vi ncent asked which costs in the I CCR budget are
i mmut abl e and woul d be incurred by EPA even if a coordi nated
rul emaki ng approach with a FACA commttee were not used. Fred
Porter responded that all expenses from | CCR operation (e.g.,
travel and neeting costs) would not be incurred but added, in his
personal opinion, that EPA m ght not be able to neet the
statutory schedule if individual regulatory devel opnent projects
for each of the I CCR source categories were conduct ed.

Jed Mandel comrented about the anount of information being
distributed to the Coordinating Conmttee at the neetings. 1In

kI k\ 8198\ 34\ 09
cc08j a7l . wpf 17



his opinion, the conmttee nenbers are not being given sufficient
time to review the material and provi de advice to EPA or gui dance
to the Work G oups. M. Mandel believed that EPA's schedul e
could be nmet, or even accelerated, if the Coordinating Commttee
were given the opportunity to review material prior to the
nmeetings and to cone to the neetings with reconmendati ons. He
reiterated that the major enphasis of the Coordinating Conmttee
shoul d be on giving advice, not receiving reports and di scussi ng
| CCR protocol s.

Robert Wel ch stressed the inportance and the advant ages of
the i nvol venent of stakeholders in the ICCR  Money needs to be
made available to allow all public interest groups to travel to
and participate in the neetings. Having all voices heard is very
val uabl e and can help avoid future litigation of the rule. M.
Wel ch agreed with M. Mandel that the Coordinating Commttee
needs to provide advice to the Work G oups. He suggested form ng
and ad-hoc group to investigate and provi de recommendati ons about
any budgetary concerns.

After this discussion, the Coordinating Commttee
establ i shed an ad- hoc budget subgroup with the task of exam ning
the projected budget for the ICCR This subgroup is tasked to
provi de recomrendations to the Coordinating Conm ttee about how
to proceed with the ICCR efforts. These recomrendati ons shoul d
i ncl ude suggestions for an ICP that is scientifically sound and
mat ches the project budget. The people listed in table
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Tabl e 2. Ad-hoc Budget Subgroup Conference Cal
Partici pants

Nane

Affiliation

Ri chard Anderson
Steven Gerritson
Robert Kauf mann
Chuck Keffer

M riam Lev-on
Robert Morris
Mar vi n Schorr

D ck Van Frank
Robert Wel ch
Ross Vi ncent

Si ns Roy

Weel abr at or

LAPCO

Aneri can Forest and Paper Association
Monsant o Co.

ARCO

The Coastal Corporation

General Electric

Audobon Soci ety

Col unbi a Gas Systens Service Co.
Sierra Cub

EPA

Al pha Gamma and ERG wi || al so partici pate to provide

technical information
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2 agreed to participate in a conference call to discuss ICCR
budget concerns. EPA will schedule a conference call for the ad-
hoc budget subgroup and announce the tinme and date via emil

7.0 WORK GROUP STATUS REPORTS

Each of the seven Wirk Groups reported to the Coordinating
Commttee at this neeting wwth the status of their activities.
These reports are summarized in the succeedi ng sections.
7.1 Reciprocating Internal Conbustion Engine (1C Engine) Wrk

G oup
Vi ck Newsom the Wirk G oup Stakehol der Co-chair nom nee,

provi ded a status report for the |IC Engine Wirk Group. A copy of
the materials used in this presentation is included in
attachnent 8.

The | C Engi ne Wrk G oup asked for authority to develop a
t wo- phase ICP to gather the data needed to support the ICCR The
Wrk G oup had planned to send out a screening survey, the first
phase of the proposed two-phase |ICP, on February 1, 1997. After
t he popul ation of 1C engines has been surveyed, the Wirrk G oup
suggested i npl enenting the second phase, a |onger survey to be
sent to a representative cross-section of the units identified in
phase one.

To coordinate the information collection efforts of the
Source Work Groups, the 1 C Engi ne Work Group reconmended that the
Coordinating Commttee form an ad-hoc subgroup. This subgroup
woul d be tasked to develop a joint screening survey to identify
which facilities have which types and what nunmber of |CCR
conbustion units. The I C Engi ne Wrk G oup deened that a two-
phase information collection approach is needed to devel op an
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accurate representation of the engine population (particularly in
the case of small engines, which have few State reporting

requi renents) and to |l earn who has source test data. The IC
Engi ne Wrk Group had al ready prepared a phase-one, screening
survey for engines and offered this survey for the ad-hoc
subgroup's review and use. This screening survey was devel oped
with the intention of being sent out under EPA s section 114
authority to ensure a high survey response rate. However,
concern was expressed by the Woirk Group that the owners of
smal l er engines may find a one-nonth turnaround of the data
difficult.

At the conclusion of the progress report, the I C Engi ne Wrk
G oup made three requests of the Coordinating: 1) approval of
t he two-phase I CP, 2) perm ssion to send out the phase-one, two-
page survey the Work Group has devel oped, and 3) fornation of the
ad- hoc subgroup to develop the survey formand coordi nate the
information collection efforts of the Source Wrk G oups.

Robert Welch stated that internal conbustion engi ne source
testing has shown that ninety percent of HAP em ssions cone from
units rated at 600 horsepower (hp) or greater. M. Wl ch asked
if the IC Engine Wrk G oup planned to limt information
collection to units rated at greater than 500 hp. M. Newsom
responded that the Work Group agreed with this concept but was
not sure if a size cutoff should be included in the first phase
of the survey or inplenented during the second phase.

D ck Van Frank questioned use of a size cut-off and
suggested that, if sonme of the smaller engines are in urban
areas, they mght trigger area source regulations. M. Newsom
responded that it would be difficult for an engi ne bel ow 500 hp
to trigger an area source regulation. In response to another
question, Leslye Fraser stated that section 112 of the Act
requires regulation only for major sources but that section 129
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has no | ower size cut-off. Therefore, the | CCR nust consi der
t houghtfully when restricting information collection to units of
certain sizes.

Robert Kauf mann suggested that the screening survey coul d be
suppl enmented by data collection fromtrade associations (e.g.,
APl and I NGAA). Paul Eisele asked whether the only options for
sendi ng a survey were to use EPA section 114 authority or to send
a non-EPA, voluntary survey. Leslye Fraser of EPA stated that
EPA coul d send a voluntary survey. However, under the Paperwork
Reduction Act, EPA would still be required to get approval from
OMB and there would be little guarantee or |egal recourse for the
information to be coll ected.
7.2 Stationary Conbustion Turbine (Turbine) Wrk Goup

Ted Guth, the Turbine Wrk G oup Stakehol der Co-chair
nom nee, provided a status report for the Turbine Wrk Goup. A

copy of the materials used in this presentation is included in
attachnment 9.

The Turbi ne Wrk Group recomended that, because the Wrk
G oup al ready had good popul ati on data for turbines, no screening
survey be sent to units in this source category. Instead, the
Wrk G oup recommended that trade associations be used to send
out an I CR and asked that they be excluded frominformation
col l ection under EPA's section 114 authority. For the turbine
category, conpanies and trade associations on the | CCR Wrk G oup
represent the vast majority of turbines and could coll ect
conplete information. However, the Wrk G oup, concerned about
duplication of survey efforts, asked for coordination of the data
gat heri ng anong Source Wirk Groups. To help facilitate
coordi nated survey approaches, the Turbine Wirk Group agreed to
conduct information collection according to the ICW litigation
schedule. In addition to these other itens, the Wrk G oup asked
the Coordinating Conmttee to consider their proposal to exclude
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NSPS fromthe regul atory devel opnent efforts of the ICCR  They
believe that an NSPS for criteria pollutants is lower priority
t han HAP em ssi on standards.

Fred Porter asked whether the Turbine Wrk G oup wanted no
use of EPA's section 114 authority at all. M. Porter also asked
whet her EPA woul d be provided a sheet decodi ng the nanes and
| ocations of all facilities for which data are conpil ed by trade
associations. Dr. GQuth answered affirmatively to both of these
guesti ons.

Al ex Johnson expressed concern about the use of trade
associations as a sole source of data collection. Dr. Guth
responded that the Work Group chose to use trade associations for
information collection to increase response rate and to avoid a
section 114 questionnaire.

7.3 Boiler Woirk Group
Jim Stunbar, the interimWrk G oup representative to the

Coordinating Commttee, provided a status report for the Boiler
Wrk Goup. A copy of the materials used in this presentation is
i ncluded in attachnent 10.

To suppl enment the current | CCR database, the Wrk G oup
recommended the inplenentation of a two-phase ICP. The group
recogni zed the need for a nore conpl ex screening survey for
boil ers than for sone of the other source categories because of
the variety in boilers used across industries. The screening
survey recomended by the Boiler Wrk G oup was four pages |ong.
The screening survey was designed to focus the second phase of
information collection. Both of the proposed information
coll ection phases fit in the ICCR tineline.

The Wrk G oup recommended that an ad-hoc subgroup be forned
by the Coordinating Conmttee to coordi nate the screening surveys
with other Work Goups. It was the group's majority opinion that
voluntary information collection through trade associ ati ons be
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conducted. Those industries not represented by trade

associ ations could be sanpled with an | CCR screeni ng survey sent
by the Coordinating Conmttee. The mnority opinion was that a
mandat ory screeni ng survey should be sent under section 114
authority.

Fred Porter asked whether the majority of the Boiler Wrk
G oup wanted no role of EPA's section 114 authority. M. Stunbar
replied that working outside section 114 authority was the
intention of nost of the Work Group nenbership. The Wrk G oup
has noted the inportance of a persuasive cover letter fromthe
trade associ ations and the Coordinating Commttee to achieve a
hi gh survey response rate.

Bill O Sullivan commented on the | ack of a request for
mat chi ng heat input and output information in part 1l of the
survey. M. Stunbar said that collecting both types of
information is difficult for many of the smaller units (who wll
only have one or the other) and that the Wirk G oup deci ded t hat
this informati on was better collected in the second phase of the
| CP

The Wrk G oup representative and various Coordi nating
Comm ttee nenbers al so nentioned other issues requiring
resolution: the collection of fuel efficiency information, use
of design output versus actual output data, devel opnent of
definitions and a statistical sanpling approach, and
determ nation of an appropriate size cut-off.

Di ck Van Frank asked how certain categories of boilers, such
as boilers at universities, could be included in the survey.
Mriam Lev-On responded that the Council of Industrial Boiler
Omers (CIBO has around twenty university nenbers. However, M.
Lev- On acknow edged that the group needs to address how to send
surveys to sources not represented by trade associations. Dick
Van Frank al so expressed concern that each trade organi zation use
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t he sane confidence | evel when surveying their menbers. M.
Stunbar replied that the suggested ad-hoc subgroup woul d be
tasked to devel op a satisfactory statistical approach to data
gat heri ng.

7.4 Incinerator Wrk G oup

Norman Morrow, the interimWrk Goup representative to the
Coordi nating Commttee, provided a status report for the
| nci nerator Work Group. A copy of the materials used in this
presentation is included in attachnent 11.

M. Mrrow comented that the Work Group still does not have
per manent representation fromthe environnmental comunity nor
fromsone incinerator groups. He also stated that the Wrk G oup
has begun di scussing the scope of the source category and whet her
or not uncontained gas (e.g., process gas routed through ducts to
a conbustion device) falls within the definition of a "solid
waste." The Wrk G oup has acknow edged that, if such gas is not
a "solid waste" and not subject to regulation under section 129,
units that conbust gas could be covered under section 112. For
now, flares should be considered by the Incinerator Work G oup in
either case. The Wrk G oup asked for authorization to limt the
scope of its information collection as it deens necessary.

The Wrk G oup had di scussed data gathering and recommended
a two-phase I1CP. An unresolved issue that remai ned was whet her
all information collection, conducted either by trade
organi zati ons or through EPA, should be done under section 114
authority. The Wirk G oup devel oped a screening survey, the
first phase of the recommended |1 CP, and di scussed sending it to
nore than the 35,000 recipients EPA has anticipated. The
increase in the nunber of recipients was intended to ensure that
a large data sanple is mani fested because many recipients wll
not have an incinerator. To coordinate information collection
anong the Source Wrk G oups, the Incinerator Wrk G oup asked
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the Coordinating Commttee to forman ad-hoc subgroup to devel op
a universal ICP
7.5 Process Heater Work Group

Lee Glner, the Wirk Group Stakehol der Co-chair nom nee,
provided a status report for the Process Heater Work Group. A

copy of the materials used in this presentation is included in
attachnment 12.

M. Glnmer explained that the definition of "process heater"
has been refined by the Work G oup to include 1) indirect-fired
process heaters (i.e., process heaters "fromwhich pollutants are
due solely to the direct conbustion of fuel and/or waste") and 2)
ot her process heaters. M. Glner further clarified the refined
definition by explaining that an "indirect-fired process heater"
is a conbustion unit that has virgin conbustion exhaust (i.e.,
exhaust not containing byproducts fromthe burning or drying of a
process material along with fuel). The Wrk G oup has nade the
distinction in the process heater definition to prioritize
information collection and to focus initially on indirect-fired
process heaters, which are em ssion sources that the Wrk G oup
agreed should certainly be included in the I CCR

The Process Heater Wrk G oup reviewed that several trade
organi zations are commtted to voluntary data gathering. The
Work Group reconmends accepting voluntary information collection
efforts through trade associations and sendi ng section 114
guestionnaires to industries that are not being surveyed by trade
associ ations. They asked the Coordinating Conmttee to accept
this approach. The Wrk G oup al so expressed a schedul i ng
concern that, if the I CCR database is not reviewed prior to the
mai | out of a section 114 questionnaires, duplicative sanpling
coul d occur.

The Process Heater Work G oup asked the Coordinating
Commttee to consider the follow ng requests: to forman ad-hoc
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subgroup to ensure coordi nation and consi stency anong the | CRs
sent by the Source Work G oups; to approve the refined
definition of a process heater and the prioritization of
information collection according to these definitions; and to
recommend to EPA that the refined definition of a process heater
be accepted, that voluntary I CRs be supported, that facilities
participating in voluntary data gathering efforts not be sel ected
as recipients of a section 114 questionnaire, and that sources
not be surveyed nore than once.

Ross Vi ncent asked whether accepting the Wrk G oup's
refined definition of process heater (i.e., "indirect-fired
process heater" and "ot her process heater") and the
prioritization of information collection will exclude a group of
process heaters from being considered. M. G| nmer responded that
"ot her process heaters"” would not be surveyed in the first round
of information collection. Surveys for "other process heaters”
woul d be sent at a later date after the Wirk Group has a chance
to consider which units should be included in the ICCR  Fred
Porter explained that several process heaters in the "other
process heater" category will be regul ated under other MACT
standards. In an attenpt to prevent duplicative regulation of
sources, the Wrk G oup decided to investigate which of the
"ot her process heaters" are being covered under other standards.
M. Porter also explained that EPA agrees with the need to
prioritize data gathering in order to focus information
collection and spend I CCR resources w sely. Some Wrk G oup
menbers have expressed concern that categories of process heaters
not be dism ssed wthout having information to determ ne whet her
they are significant sources of em ssions. These concerns wll
be addressed when considering which of the "other process
heat ers" shoul d be considered as a part of the ICCR  Bob Pal zer
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suggested that dates be chosen by which the "ot her process
heat ers" nust be consi der ed.

Ri ch Anderson suggested that EPA reiterate the statutory
| anguage and indicate what units nust be covered in the |ICCR
M. Anderson asked the Process Heater Wrk G oup what the inpasse
intheir information collection is. He suggested that, if the
"ot her process heaters"” are in the source category slated for the
| CCR, the Work Group should try to be practical and upfront with
their data collection efforts. M. Gl nmer and several other
menbers of the Process Heater Wirk Group responded to this
question. Lawence Owell comented that the Process Heater Wrk
Group is considering a huge and diverse |ist of SCCs. Process
heaters nust be exam ned according to the m xture of fuels with
process materials burned, the HAPs present in the exhaust, as
well as control techniques and options. Investigating these
characteristics may show that process heaters should be
consi dered based on the process or process nmaterial enployed
rather than by the fuel burned. |In many cases, process heaters
are being considered by other MACT standards which focus on the
i ndustrial process. This issue nust be considered to avoid
duplicative regulation. John Paul commented that direct-fired
heat exchangers (e.g., contam nated soil conbustors, nmanure
dryers, cenent kilns) are difficult for States to regulate. He
enphasi zed that, if the units in the "other process heater”
category are not included in the ICCR and regul ati ons are not
devel oped by EPA, State and | ocal governnents will be left the
responsibility to devel op standards for them

M. Glnmer said that, anong other issues, the Wrk G oup has
not reached consensus on a size threshold for certain process
heaters. Andy Bodnari k expl ai ned the need for definitions of the
conbustor types to acconpany the questionnaires sent and stated
that States have wrestled with size cut-off issues, which the
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Work Group nust now consider. Sone States have gathered

information on the smaller sources and begun permtting them

(e.g., smaller units being permtted for NO; em ssions).

7.6 GCeneral Comments on the Source Wirk Group Reports
Marvin Schorr comrented that the |ocations of nost | CCR

turbines are known and that there is no need to consider a two-
tiered approach like the one that other Wrk Goups are
proposing. M. Schorr suggested that the significant differences
anong the Work Group's | CPs be reconcil ed by an ad-hoc subgroup.
Nor man Morrow comrented that, in addition to process heater

i ssues alone, sorting boilers and incinerators versus process
heaters may not be possible before an ICRis sent. He suggested
that a carefully devel oped set of questions be devel oped to help
classify units after information collection has been conduct ed.
This issues could al so be considered by an ad-hoc subgroup.

7.7 Econonic Analysis Wirk Group

Paul Eisele, a Coordinating Commttee nenbers serving as the
interimWrk Goup representative, provided a status report for
the Econom ¢ Analysis Wrk G oup. A copy of the materials used
in this presentation is included in attachnent 13.

M. Eisele pointed out that a |l ot of the information needed
to performthe listed econom c anal yses (see table 1 of the
presentation material) is conpany-specific and cannot be supplied
by vendors. He also enphasized that characterization of the
universe is a key issue and that small business characterization
is also inportant. The second phase of information collection
proposed by the Source Wirk Groups (i.e., the full-length
guestionnaire) should consider nmarkets and coll ect econom c
informati on. The Econom ¢ Anal ysis Wrk G oup asked that the
confidentiality issues regarding collection of econom c data be
addressed in a coordinated fashion.
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M. Eisele nentioned that a workshop about EPA econom c
nodel i ng nethods wll be held at the March Coordi nating Commttee
nmeeting in Chicago. The neeting has been schedul ed for the
nmorni ng of March 18. Fred Porter comented that several of the
ot her Wirk G oups have already schedul ed neetings at this sane
time. He suggested videotaping the workshop because of the Wrk
Group neeting conflicts.

Ross Vi ncent conmmented that nost of the econom c anal yses
bei ng perfornmed are cost anal yses and not the broad econom c
anal yses the | CCR shoul d be considering. He enphasized the need
to | ook at econom c incentives and al so be sure to collect the
necessary data to perform anal yses about them The Wrk G oup
shoul d consider the range of regulatory alternatives and the way
to asses these trade-offs. Dick Van Frank enphasi zed that al
econom ¢ information should be identified and included in the |ICP
upfront.

Al ex Johnson commended the inclusion of an environnental
justice analysis. He encouraged the Woirk Group to take an active
role in ensuring that their data needs are net. For exanple, M.
Johnson suggested that the Woirk Group ensure that small units,
whi ch may be clustered in urban areas wth environnental justice
concerns, are not prematurely excluded fromthe ICCR G eg Adans
asked EPA to provide a brief update on section 112(k) urban air
toxics to understand the direction that effort is taking.

Mriam Lev-On expressed concern about the collection of
clearly conpetitive and confidential data for the economc
anal ysis. She encouraged the Econom c Analysis Wrk Goup to
investigate how to collect this type of data. Bill O Sullivan
suggested that this issue should al so be reconciled by an ad-hoc
subgroup
7.8 Testing and Monitoring Protocol Wrk G oup

kI k\ 8198\ 34\ 09
cc08j a7l . wpf 30



Denni s Kni sley, the Wirk Group Stakehol der Co-chair nom nee,
provi ded a status report for the Testing and Mnitoring Protocol
Wrk Goup. A copy of the materials used in this presentation is
i ncluded in attachnent 14.

M. Knisley coomented that the Woirk Group has set up
protocols for interaction wth the Source Wrk G oups, including
representatives who will interact with each of them The Wrk
G oup has begun devel opi ng gui dance docunents to direct their
activities to neet their short-termand | onger-term goal s.

Robert Kaufmann asked whether the list of pollutant analysis
techni ques that the Work Group is devel oping will be conparable
to the test nmethods used in the STIRS reports. M. Knisely said
that the Woirk Group has not had an opportunity to review the
STIRS reports yet and will address this issue in the guidance
docunents bei ng devel oped. There is no tineline for the
conpl etion of these docunents yet. M. Knisely asked the
Coordinating Commttee for a tinefrane in which the Wrk G oup
shoul d prepare the gui dance docunents. Comm ttee nenbers
comented that the priority of docunents #3 and 4 (see
attachnment 14) should be el evated. These docunents will be
hel pful for review of the STIRS data in the March/ Apri
ti mefrane.

Nor man Morrow suggested that the Woirk G oup al so consi der
correlating stack testing activities wth data that can be
estimated based on fuel analysis or fuel chemstry. |If analysis
of the conmbustion feed stream can be substituted for stack
testing, M. Mrrow suggested identifying and separating units
with this option fromthose which nmust undergo stack testing.

7.9 Coordinating Conmittee Decisions

After hearing the reports fromeach of the Wrk G oups, the
Coordi nating Comm ttee decided that further consideration of a
subgroup was needed. A snmall group of Coordinating Commttee and
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Wrk Goup nenbers nmet on the evening of January 8, 1997, and
reported back to the Coordinating Conmttee with initial
recommendati ons on January 9. The discussion of the snal
group's progress is the subject of section 8.1 of this docunent.
8.0 | NFORMATI ON COLLECTI ON

To address the needs of information collection and to
address the requests and recommendati ons of the Wrk G oups, the
overall 1CP was discussed and is sumarized in the foll ow ng
sections.
8.1 Small G oup Report

Some nenbers of the Coordinating Commttee and Wrk G oups

convened on the evening of January 8, 1997, to establish goals
and define the scope of work for an ad-hoc Information Coll ection
Subgroup. On January 9 Bob Pal zer, Jim Stunbar, and John (gl e,
three nenbers of the small group, reported to the Coordinating
Commttee with the follow ng goal for the subgroup: to assist
the Source Work Groups and trade associations in the collection
of consistent and conplete data for all fields in the I CCR

dat abase regardless of howit is collected and who collects it.
The subgroup is to neet this goal by conpleting the foll ow ng

t asks:

. Revi ew ng surveys devel oped by all Source Wrk G oups
and integrating the common elenents (e.g., consistent
facility information) while retaining the uni que
aspects;

. Revi ewi ng trade associ ation surveys to determ ne
whet her they are consistent with the Source Wrk G oup
surveys; and
. Considering the format of data collection surveys.
In addition, the subgroup will discuss how to survey SIC
categories not covered by trade associations. Potential issues
t he subgroup shoul d al so consi der include the foll ow ng:
. mandat ory versus voluntary information collection
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. t he nunber of sources required to ensure a

representative sanple, and

. the selection of ICR recipients.

Ji m Stunbar expl ai ned that the principal task for the
subgroup is to finalize the printed surveys (i.e., the phase-one
questionnaire) that will be nmailed out. He enphasized the need
to pay attention to the placenent and timng of trade
organi zation information collection plans. The small group said
that the subgroup would do as much as possible within the tinme
avai l able to provide trade organi zations with a conplete Iist of
guestions that need to be answered during information collection.
Bob Pal zer added that the ultinmate product fromdata collection
must be consistent data with an equivalent level of QA  The
subgroup will try to ensure that duplicative surveys are not sent
out but nust forenost ensure that data collected by different
groups are conpar abl e.

Ross Vi ncent asked whether the subgroup will limt the scope
of the data collection by proposing size thresholds and whet her
the goals can be acconplished in the proposed tinmefrane. Jim
Stunbar responded that limts on data collection are
controversial and not the charge of the subgroup; data collection
limts should be decided by the Source Wrk G oups. John Qgle
admtted that the scope of task proposed represents a significant
anmount of work but that the trade organizations are willing to
commt a concentrated effort to achieve the goals for the
coordi nated I CP

Mriam Lev- On suggested that the subgroup prepare an | CCR
fact sheet to acconpany surveys to put the data collection in
context for the questionnaire recipients.

8.2 Formation of the Ad-hoc Information Collection Subgroup

After sonme discussion the Coordinating Commttee decided to

forma Informati on Coll ection Subgroup to investigate and
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coordinate the I1CP. The subgroup was forned with the goal and
responsibilities presented in section 8. 1 and consists of the
menbers listed in table
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Table 3. Ad-Hoc Information Collection Subgroup
Menber shi p Li st
Name Princi pal Menbership St akehol der Group
Greg Adans Coor di nati ng Local governnent

Amanda Agnew
Sam Al | en
Sam Cl owney

John DeRuyt er
Steve CGerritson

Lee G I ner
Nor man Morr ow

Bob Pal zer
Fred Porter
John gl e

Marvi n Schorr

M ke Soots
Joe Tessitore

Di ck Van Frank

Comni ttee

| C Engi nes Work
G oup

Tur bi ne Work Group

| C Engi nes Work
G oup

Boi l er Work Group

Coor di nati ng
Committee

Process Heat er
Work Group

I nci nerator Work
G oup

Coordi nating Conmittee
Coordi nating Conmittee

Process Heater
Work Group

Tur bi ne work Group,
Coordi nating Conmittee

Boi l er Work Group
I nci nerator Work Group

Coordi nating Conmittee

EPA

Trade association (CMA),
| ar ge busi ness

Trade association (AGA,
| NGAA) , | arge busi ness

Lar ge busi ness
St at e gover nnent

Trade association (API),
| ar ge busi ness

Trade associ ation (CMA),
| ar ge busi ness

Envi ronmental conmunity
EPA

Trade association (CMA),
| ar ge busi ness

Trade association (ClBO,
| ar ge busi ness

Smal | busi ness

Trade associ ati on, snmall
busi ness

Envi ronmental conmunity

Rut h Mead of ERG and Brahi m Ri chani of Al pha Ganma, EPA contractors, wll
al so participate to provide support.

kI k\ 8198\ 34\ 09
cc08j a7l . wpf 35



3. Two representatives fromeach Source Wirk G oup were chosen
to serve on the subgroup. Balanced representation was achieved
t hrough participation by nmenbers of the Coordinating Commttee.

The subgroup will hold its first neeting via tel econference
t he week of January 13 and hold a neeting in Research Triangle
Park the week of January 20. The subgroup was enpowered to nake
decisions to carry out the tasks outline in section 8.1 and was
charged with conpleting these tasks by February 15.
8.3 Data Collection Concerns Expressed

Steve Cerritson expressed concern that the whole nulti-year

regul at ory devel opnent project is dependent on maki ng deci sions
in such a short period of time. M. Gerritson pointed out that
the Woirk Groups and Coordi nating Commttee need to know t he size
of the em ssion source population and its representative
characteristics before mailing out full-length questionnaires
capabl e of collecting the data needed for regul atory devel opnment.
He suggested that the Coordinating Comnmttee begin considering an
alternative plan for collecting information in case use of a
survey produces a |l ow response and little useful data.

Jeff Smth asked how the Coordinating Commttee can be
confident that data fromthe best controlled facilities have been
col |l ected through voluntary data gathering if the response rate
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islow M. Smth recognized that anticipating a 100 percent
response rate is not realistic and wanted to ensure that data
necessary to draw the desired statistical inferences is
collected. M. Smth expressed concern that the collection of
data through trade organi zati ons may be skewed toward eit her
dirty or clean facilities and could effect the setting of the
MACT floor. Fred Porter responded that the Incinerator Wrk

G oup was concerned that the EPA approach to selection of

35,000 ICR reci pients may not be | arge enough to yield a
statistical sanple. The first phase of information collectionis
designed to target facilities and determ ne how many sources
there are with certain levels of em ssion control. These data
can be used to observe whether the units are in States with the
stricter emssion control regulations. State regulations and

ot her sources of information could be used to identify MACT fl oor
control s.

Lee G I ner enphasized that trade organi zations, such as AP
have invested a great deal of tinme and effort into devel oping a
survey and preparing for data collection. He asked that the
Coordi nating Commttee not regard voluntary information
collection efforts casually. M. Glner addressed M. Smth's
concerns by explaining that APl has done a | ot of statistical
pl anning to ensure collection of proper data for determning the
MACT floor. G eg Adans pointed out that the trade organizations
wll perform QA on the data collected and inprove the quality of
the data set. This additional step lends further credibility to
the voluntary information collection efforts.

Robert Kauf mann suggested that trade associ ati ons be given
flexibility to word questionnaires as they see fit as long as the
needed data el enents are requested. M. Kaufmann al so suggested
that trade associations will obtain a bigger sanple of the
industry than the EPA's effort would al one and that trade
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associ ations can work with their nmenbership to achi eve a higher
response rate. In response to a question, Fred Porter explained
that EPAis willing to alter its questionnaire as |ong as OVB
permts. He suggested that, if the section 114 |ICR needs to be
changed, industry representatives talk wwth OMB to indicate that
they agree with the changes and the associ ated | evel of burden.

Alison Ling stated the Departnment of Defense's (DCOD s)
wi | lingness to support the subgroup. DOD will work to coll ect
data fromtheir agency and as many ot her governnent agencies as
possi bl e.

Leslye Fraser stated that the ICWN |itigants have asked that
trade associations' cover letters indicate that the voluntary
information collection efforts are being conducted in lieu of an
EPA section 114 questionnaire and that, if a good response rate
is not achieved, section 114 questionnaires will be mailed out.

Ri ch Anderson remarked that the | CCR should support the voluntary
information collection efforts as a new way of conducting

regul atory devel opnent activities. He enphasized that the
information collection should not be driven by ICW concerns and
encouraged EPA to bring its information coll ection experience to
t he subgroup

In response to comments nmade about the hurriedness with
which the ICP is being devel oped, several nenbers of the
Coordinating Commttee asked EPA to seek an extension fromthe
ICW litigants so that the ICCR ICP can be fully devel oped before
proceeding with data gathering efforts. Leslye Fraser reiterated
that the ICW Ilitigants have al ready provided a one-nonth
extension for the I CCR and expect EPA to present a definitive |ICP
at their neeting at the end of January. EPA is expected to
denonstrate why the ICCRICP will collect better or nore
conprehensive data than mailing out section 114 questionnaires.
Ms. Fraser pointed out that the end result of information
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collection is nore inmportant than the starting date.
Denonstrating that information can be coll ected and conpil ed
faster is a powerful argument to present to the litigants for
accepting the ICCR plan for data gathering. Several Coordinating
Commi ttee nenbers agreed that information collection efforts
conducted through trade organi zations could result in a high
response rate and faster conpilation of data.

Ross Vi ncent suggested inviting the litigants to observe
what the I CCR process is doing. Sone of the representatives from
the environnental conmunity agreed to discuss the progress of the
| CCR.  The representative will try to persuade the litigants to
allow the ICCR data collection to proceed wthout mandating EPA' s
mai | out of section 114 questionnaires so soon.

Jed Mandel asked that, if events devel op that conpel EPA to
send out their section 114 questionnaire by the February 15
deadline fromthe ICWN litigation, EPA informthe Coordi nating
Commttee to allow the voluntary information collection efforts
to proceed on a parallel schedule. Fred Porter agreed to keep
the Coordinating Conmttee apprised of the status of the |ICW
l[itigation via email.

8.4 Narrow ng the Scope of Information Collection

G eg Adans asked whet her nmuni ci pal governnents were included
inthe 8 mllion businesses estimted by EPA. M. Porter stated
that it is EPA's intent to include nunicipalities and agreed to
check EPA's SIC groups for SICs for nunicipalities. Another
Coordi nating Comm ttee nenber asked what the de mnims em ssion
| evel is for source consideration and why nunicipalities, which
are usually below a size cut-off for regul ation, would be
included within the scope of the ICCR Fred Porter responded
that no size threshold has been established yet and that this
topic is best left for discussion at a later tine.
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M riam Lev- On suggested that information collection focus on
units that are clearly "industrial" and that appropriate size
cut-offs for data gathering be selected. Fred Porter conmented
that the listed source categories being addressed by the | CCR
include industrial, commercial, and institutional sources. Alex
Johnson suggested that the exclusion of units by size, coverage
under ot her MACT standards, or other criteria should be done by
the Source Work Groups and need not be finished before the
February 15 deadline. After initial data have been coll ected,
the em ssion sources that will not be regul ated can be exam ned
and a rationale for their exclusion can been devel oped.

Fred Porter comented that the focus of the ICCRis on
devel opnent of a national em ssion standard and that it will not
be possible to address specific |local or urban issues. These
i ssues are best left to State or local air pollution control
agenci es. Bob Pal zer encouraged the Coordinating Commttee and
Wrk Groups to consider all units initially and nentioned that
certain States will not regulate units nore stringently than EPA
He enphasi zed that the Coordinating Commttee nust consider a
w de range of data during information collection.

The Coordinating Conmttee decided that there is a need to
limt the scope of information collection as a neans of focusing
the data gathering task. However, the conmttee nenbers
expressed reluctance to choose an arbitrary size cut-off w thout
collecting data first. Although smaller units may not receive
full -l ength questionnaires, several nmenbers thought that they
should still be included in the first phase of the ICP. The
commttee noted that the quandary |ies between avoi di ng excess
burden in information collection and not collecting enough data
to aid in regulatory devel opnent. The Coordinating Conm ttee
recogni zed that including certain units that neet the | CCR source
definitions (e.g., hone water heaters, bunsen burners, etc.) in
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information collection efforts would be ridiculous and is not the
intention of the ICCR  Therefore, the commttee charged the
Source Work Groups with establishing a information collection
threshold for their I CCR source categories. Each Source Wrk

G oup was tasked with identifying units that neet their source
category's definition but are clearly not wwthin the scope of the
| CCR.  The Source Wrk G oups should provide this input to the

I nformation Coll ection Subgroup early in February. Each Source
Wrk Group nust al so provide size cut-offs with supporting
rationale to the Coordinating Commttee at the neeting on

March 19 and 20, 1997. The intent of these cut-offs is for

pur poses of the first phase of information collection. The
Coordi nating Commttee decided that, at this point, establishing
regul atory size cut-offs would be premature.

8.5 Proposed Pl an

After the discussion summarized in sections 8.1 through 8.4,
the Coordinating Conmttee agreed to the foll ow ng pl an:
. t he ad-hoc Information Collection Subgroup shoul d
acconplish its charge as specified in section 8.1

. t he Source Wrk G oups should nake appropriate
recommendations to the Coordinating Conmttee on the
scope of their source categories (wth supporting
rational e) by the next Coordinating Conmttee neeting;
and

. t he Coordinating Conmttee nmenbers should work to
accommodate the tasks for the subgroup and Wrk G oups
within the schedule set by the ICW Ilitigation.

The proposed plan does not neet the February 15 deadline. The
hope expressed is that the ICW litigants will agree to another
extension to allow tinme for nore conpl ete devel opnent and

i npl emrentation of the I CCR | CP.

9.0 DISCUSSI ON OF THE | CCR DOCUMENT
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At the Cctober 1 and 2, 1996, Coordinating Committee
nmeeting, the commttee discussed the | CCR docunent. At the
conclusion of a the Cctober neeting, a subcommttee was fornmed to
revise the | CCR docunent based on the discussion at the neeting
as well as review and recomend changes to areas of the docunent
that were not discussed. At this neeting, the subcommittee
reported back to the entire Coordinating Commttee with its
recomendati ons. Background handouts about the docunent have
been included in attachnent 15. A copy of the revised I CCR
docunent is included in attachnment 16.

Regardi ng the I CCR docunent, the Coordinating Conmttee
approved the subcommttee's recommendati ons on "consensus" and
the neaning of "to represent”.

The Coordinating Conmttee reached conceptual agreenent on
the changes to the text describing the limts on Coordinating
Comm ttee and Woirk Group size and participation by non-nenbers.
The | anguage in the text will be changed so that the co-chairs
have only presunptive deci si on-nmaki ng aut hority about who may
participate in a neeting. The full nenbership of the
Coordinating Commttee will consider a reconmendation fromthe
co-chairs and decide at the neeting whether to allow a non-nenber
to sit at the table. It is expected that the commttee wll
generally agree with the co-chairs' recommendati ons.

The Coordinating Conm ttee reached conceptual agreenent on
the changes to the text describing the protocol for nenber
alternates. The language in the text will be changed to clarify
that Coordinating Commttee or Wirk G oup nenber alternates need
to be approved only once, not for every neeting. The text wll
al so be changed to reflect that a Work G- oup energency alternate
is a provisional and tenporary alternate.

The Coordinating Conmttee conceptually agreed to the
changes in the text describing the elevation of issues when
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consensus is not reached. The text will be changed so that the
co-chairs have presunptive authority to raise an issue and not
take away the ability to continue discussing a topic.

The Coordinating Commttee reached conceptual agreenent on
the changes in the text describing the responsibilities of the
st akehol der co-chairs, and nodified it to be consistent with the
precedi ng di scussi on.

The Coordinating Conmttee did not reach agreenent on the
text describing confidential data. The handling of test data
t hat have al ready been conpiled by a trade associ ati on was
di scussed. Wen the data were collected, the trade association
had entered into a confidentiality agreenent to keep the identity
of the sources confidential. Fred Porter and Leslye Fraser
expl ai ned that EPA's past position has been that, because EPA is
a public agency and the ICCR is a public rul emaking, data which
cannot be traced to their source cannot be used in setting a
numerical standard. |In general, the raw data and its associ ated
facility informati on nust be provided to EPA before being used in
the public rulemaking. Both the trade association and EPA
representatives expressed the desire to try to find a way by
whi ch the previously collected data could be used in sone
capacity. Fred Porter and Leslye Fraser agreed to investigate
EPA's position further. To aid this task, Al ex Johnson and
representatives of GRI and API will discuss potential uses of
em ssion data coll ected by trade associ ati ons under
confidentiality agreenents and the associated confidentiality
I ssues.

To inprove the section of the I CCR docunent describing the
handl i ng of confidential data, the subconmmttee will further
exam ne the text on data confidentiality and provide refinenents
to the Coordinating Commttee at the next neeting. Coordinating
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Comm ttee nmenbers were asked to email any additional wording
suggestions on the | CCR docunent to Fred Porter.

10. 0 PUBLI C COVMENTS

Ji m Seebol d of Chevron Research and Technol ogy and a nenber
of the Process Heater Work G oup expressed disconfort with the
proposed ICCR tineline. However, M. Seebold stated that the
schedul e makes sense and that, in the tinme allotted, information
could be collected on a majority of the process heaters which
consune a majority of the industrial fuels. He suggested that
the results of previous information collection activities could
be incorporated into current data gathering efforts.

Jim MCarthy of the Gas Research Institute (GRI) comrent ed
that GRI has spent $4 million on em ssion testing of conbustion
sources in the last 3 years. He questioned EPA s expenditure of
nmoney on sone information collection activities, such as a review
of the STIRS database reports, that m ght not produce worthwhile
data when there could be nore useful data avail able from ot her
sour ces.

Sam Cl owney of Tenneco Energy encouraged the Coordi nating
Committee and the Information Collection Subgroup to use the sane
forms for all data gathering efforts.

11. 0 DI SCUSSI ON OF NEXT MEETI NGS

The Coordinating Commttee will next nmeet on March 19
and 20, 1997. The Coordinating Conmttee neetings will be held
at the Hotel Intercontinental in Chicago, Illinois.

The Coordinating Conmttee chose three additional neeting
dates in 1997: May 21 and 22, July 23 and 24, and Septenber 17
and 18. The commttee decided to hold the neetings in May and
Septenber in the Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, area and
to hold the July neeting at a |location on the Wst Coast.
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The focus of the next neeting will be

. considering the I CP recomendati ons of the information
col l ection subgroup and providing recomendati ons to
EPA on the I1CP, and

. consi dering Source Wrk G oup recomendations on the
scope of each category for information collection
pur poses and providi ng gui dance and reconmmendati ons on
scope of the ICP

Agenda itens and requests fromthe Wrk G oups not addressed
during this neeting were al so designated as agenda itens for the
next Coordinating Conmttee neeting. The agenda will include the
follow ng itens:

. coll ection, handling, and use of confidential

i nformati on.

. consi deration of excluding the devel opnent of NSPS from
the scope of work in the I CCR

. consideration of the refined definition of a process
heater; and

. revi ew procedures for the | CCR database containing the
merged AIRS, OTAG State, and STIRS dat a.

In addition, the follow ng topics may be included as agenda
itens at future neetings:

. EPA presentation on innovative technol ogies for
pol | uti on abatenment; and
. EPA update on the section 112(k) urban air toxics
program
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“These m nutes represent an accurate description of matters

di scussed and concl usi ons reached and include a copy of all
reports received, issued, or approved at the January 8-9, 1997,
meeting of the Industrial Conbustion Coordinated Rul emaking
Coordi nating Commttee Meeting. Fred Porter.”
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